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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Reconsideration and allowance of the above-identified application are 
respectfully requested. Claims 1-7 remain pending in the application. 

In the office action, the Examiner rejected claims 1 and 4 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being obvious over U.S. Patent No. 6,223,029 to Stenman et al. 
(hereinafter 'Stenman'). Applicants traverse the rejection since Stenman clearly fails 
to teach or suggest elements of independent claims 1 and 4, and in fact Stenman 
teaches away from claims 1 and 4. Aside from vaguely referring to control of remote 
peripherals, and also communicating in a mobile (cellular) network or as a cordless 
phone in a PSTN communication, Stenman is utterly absent any teaching or 
suggestion of any structure or method for switching between remote control mode for 
controlling remote peripheral devices, and a communication mode. Stenman vaguely 
describes a system 100 (FIG. 1) that has multiple interface modules (120-1 through 
120-N) for connecting to different types of devices (110-1 through 1 10-N). 

Furthermore, Stenman suggests that a particular device have only a single type 
of interface (see, e.g., FIGS. 13A-13F, and related description). Accordingly, one of 
ordinary skill in the art, having the benefit of Stenman, would have no appreciation 
for how to switch a particular device between a remote control mode, and a 
communication mode, as recited in claims 1 and 4. More specifically, Stenman fails to 
teach or suggest, and in fact teaches away from "performing a remote control of 
functions of the electronic products in a remote control mode; when communication is 
tried during the remote control mode, terminating the remote control mode; providing 
communication service at the portable terminal upon a user's selection after 
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displaying the communication standby state on a display of the portable terminal; and 
when the communication ends, returning to the remote control mode." The Examiner 
takes official notice that remote controllers and cellular phones have been 
conventionally equipped with a display for displaying status/controlling information. 
However, even assuming this to be the case, one of ordinary skill in the art having the 
benefit of Stenman would have no reasons to contemplate a display for displaying the 
communication standby state since Stenman lacks any teaching or suggestion of 
switching between remote control mode and communication mode. Accordingly, 
lacking essential elements of claims 1 and 4, the rejection must be withdrawn. 

The Examiner rejects claims 2, 3 and 5-7 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,008,735 to Chiloyan et al. (hereinafter 
'Chiloyan') in view of Stenman. Applicants have amended claim 2 to depend from 
claim 1. Chiloyan describes only functions related to a remote control device and 
accordingly, Chiloyan and Stenman both lack any teaching or suggestion of a method 
of switching between remote control mode and communication mode as described and 
claimed. Accordingly, claims 2 and 3 are allowable over the combination of Chiloyan 
and Stenman. Similarly, claim 5 had been amended to depend from claim 4, and hence 
claim 5 is allowable over the combination of Chiloyan and Stenman. 

Applicants traverse the Examiner's rejection of claim 6. The Examiner states 
that claim 6 is rejected "mostly ... for the same reasons stated in the rejection of 
claim 2." However, claim 6 includes recitations that are significantly different that 
claim 2, and specifically includes limitations that are clearly not present in Chiloyan 
or Stenman. For example, claim 6 requires "a control section for determining whether 
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communication is tried during implementation of a remote control function, 
terminating the remote control function to implement a communication function when 
the communication is initiated, and performing the remote control function again 
when the communication ends." As discussed above, Chiloyan lacks any teaching of a 
communication device in combination with a remote control device. As also discussed 
above, Stenman and Chiloyan both lack any teaching or suggestion of switching 
between remote control mode and communication mode. Accordingly, both references 
lack elements of claim 6, and the rejection must be withdrawn. 

Claim 7 similarly describes and claims a method of switching between remote 
control mode and communication mode in a device (portable terminal) capable of 
both. Accordingly for the reasons discussed above, the combination of Chiloyan and 
Stenman are inadequate to anticipate or render obvious claim 7. 

In view of the above, it is believed that the application is in condition for 
allowance and notice to this effect is respectfully requested. Should the Examiner 
have any questions, the Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned at the 
telephone number indicated below. 




Respectfully Submitted. 



Christian C. Michel 
Attorney for Applicant 
Reg. No. 46,300 
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